
Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
Director - Federal Government Affairs

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

Suite 1000
1120 20th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

April 1, 1998

REceIVED
APR -1 1998

~1fCA1DtI~OFlIE___

RE: Ex Parte Meeting
CC Dkt. No. 97-231 Applications by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. and
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. for Provisioning of In-Region, interLATA Service
in Louisiana.

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I of
AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of the
Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss information
regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the communications that
AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining combinations of network
elements. Attached are several documents distributed during the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day to
the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)(1) of the Commission's
rules.

Sincerely,

Attachments

cc: J. Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney



30 soum W~tk.r aMY.
Floor 39
Chica;o. IL 60606
Office 3121750·5367
fill 3'~09·6307

J" T.1AulMIl
AssIstant General Counsel

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17,1997

William A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
131/1 Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8, 1997, which I received on
October 14, 1997. You asked for Ameritech's written position regarding the so­
called UNE Platform.

Bill. AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of , 996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As I represented to you and to len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to won< with AT&T. however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal rights. As 8uch, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to "litigate" this issue is pUZZling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit. filed on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

\
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Sedion 251 (c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c){3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEe's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any leS8er existing
combination of twa or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's wassume-as-is" UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements an a combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&rs UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&"Ps access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T's
account management team I which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,

't:L~
JTL:plj

c: Nell Cox
Mike Karson
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William A. 0.,,1. II
ChIef Regulalory Counsel
Cenlllll Regien

John T. Lenahan, Esq.
Assistant General Cowuel
Ameritcch
30 South. Wacker Drive. Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dear John:

October 23, 1997

131h Floor
227 Willi Monroe Slt••l
ChlcaQo. IL 60606
J 12 230·2636

I have your response of October 17, 1997 to my letter ofOctober 8, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our compaaics have oD-goiDs differences
that are incapable ofbcing resolved in correspondence between the two olus, but I will
respond bricfly to your letter and address the question ofhow we may best pursu.e
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&T:! version ofthc UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 251 (c) of the Act and "clearly outside the scope ofour
interconnection agreement." I understand your citation to the 8· Cin:uit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted.
we will continue to differ on the merits oftbal rcadiDg of the Act); at the same time,
however. then: exists clear state law basis for &he platform in • number of our states
(e.g., MichiSan. IlJinois). Moreover, as to the scope of the interconnection agreements,
I wonder whether and how your position takes into account Schedule 9.5, Sec.l.17,
whith provides:

"Wba1 AT&T orders Network Elements ar Cambinarians that arc
curraWY inu:rcolU1CCted and functional and remain intereo1Ulcctcd to the
same adjaa:nt Network Elements, such Network Elements IDd
CombiDatioas will remain intacoDDeeced aDd fuDdioul without uy
ciiSCODDc:etian ar dilruptian of~tiona1ityafsud! NetWOrk Elements.
There sball be no charle for such ina:tCOlU1cc1ion. Ccn:IIeqw:Dtly. far
Ameritcch mail Customen who simply wish lO Swi1Ch t.hmr local
servicc providers md keep the same type of service provided through the
same eqwpm=t. this method ofordcri.Dg will accomplish this with DO

physical dumacs n:quin:d in the c:xistiIla Network ElcmCDts. UndcT
these cin;umstaDc~,it shall nat be nc:ccaary for AT&T to coUoc:ar.c

nCD...o- - __ .
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John T. Lenahan. Esq.
PqeTwo
October 23. 1997

equipment in Ameritec:h Central Offices to connect the WI"undled
Network Element. If shaRd Network Elements IJC used, Ameritech will
be rcspansible for all engineering. provisioning aa.d maintenance of
these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service."

Among~ network "combination!" which Ameritceh acr= to provide pun\W1t to
Section 9.3.4, ofcoursc. is d1c "Unb~dJcd Element Platform with OperaJor Semces
and Directory Assistance." We read these sections of tile iDu:tcoDlU:Ctiou ap:emeDt to
provide expressly for AT&Ts version ofthe UNE Platform, ad I 1m therefore at a
loss as to how AIncriteeh can l"C'Concile these provisions with its position thI1 the
AT&T UNE Platform is "oUlSidt: the scope" ofour q:reement.

In any eyent, and wi'Chout pn:judicc to our leaa! positions, AT.t.T is prepamt to
pursue discussions of UN'E Platform issues - iacludina Amcriteeh's proposed approKh
to UNE availability in light of the 8· Ci.rcuirs rulina - ftom aD opcmDoaal and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T will DCCd to mow with specificity just bow
Ameri~h proposes to make each UNE available to rcquestiq carric:n on a scpcared
basis in a mazmeT that will allow those requerti.na carriers to CGmbirle such clements.
Bruce Bennett will be taking up lhese issues, ~nsist=twith your SUUestioD, in
discussiOn! with Ameritech's AT&T a.ccow1t m8Ngcment team.

Sincerely,

William A. Davis, n

cc: Neil Cox. Esq.
Mike Karson. £sq.

bee: LeD Cali
Brw::e Bennett
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8rua C. BenMIt
O,(.CIOI 01
::I'OdUCT Oehverv

November 14. .1991

VIA F'ACSIMILE

Duiel J. Koch.r, Director
Plannln8 and Im~lemen1.l1lon

Amcritech
3SD Nonh Orleans. 3'" floor
Chicago, JlliDois 60654

Dear Dan.

-• .,.
151" Floor
227 W Monroe 51'••'
::hicago.IL 60606·5016
312 230·3312
:Al( 312 230-8S8e

(0 aUf Novcmoer 6, 1997 meeting we discusscd ctnain operational issua associ,ced with Amcrit~h'$

praposcd methods for making UNEs a".ilable to CL£C£, auuminllfte •• Cirr:uit CoUft decision is nor
ovcnwncd. Amcritech's response. in lC1\ml, was thai tAe CLEC. would be required to n:combine

-Networl:: Elcrncal.S in collocation space pun:haed on~s Md condidons per the lnt.~onnection

Aarnmcnt. Thilloner sets fonh AT&T's undenundin, of Amcriu:ch'J roquiRmcnu bued on our
discussions and leeks your confinTlation of aur undC!'l'Wtdina. Abo, AT&T is suominina additional
questionl to bert:r W1dcntand Ameritcch's operational p'ana and rcquLrcmcnu for rccombined UNEs.
Amcritech a~d to respond 10 in writing to additional questioll' on UNE recombining.

Listed be1o"," .,. che qucSlions AT&T ilSccd Amcritcl:h in our mecting and the Ameriecch rcs~onsC1 as we
u"dc~UIl"Id them:

I. Whae are rhe elclDeftU Amcriccch will orrer cO CLEC. an aD u"Ou.....d ba.'.?

Amerirech will kc:ep the loop and NID connected and will not provide a loop wiu-out. NID. The
clements Ameritcch will mAke available arc: loop Md NID c:omoina:t. loca! twitchinl ineludi"i
sipaling inherent in the swiech (includlnlacceu 10 ".I_SCI). auspon - both dedlc:alCd and
Amcritcdl's venion or "shared". tandem switching. tandem hnlPGn. and OSIDA.

1. How trill CLEes be required co rcco..b'..c t"••••••au?

Ameritccft rcquirn eLECs [0 combine elemenu in coUaccion que. Each CL£C will rcquiR
caUocuion lpace tn each ccnnJ off1c:c. incl&ldinl tandelft offtces. in order co .....ttinc lINEa. Al tAe
M,in Dit1ritturian frame. Amcrilech will"disc:o""ea" 1ft ni,rUt,loop when a CLEC l'umi.ha a va6icl
CA61tomCr ftqUCSt far ••,.,ice. Amcriteeh would c:aaO.ish jumJCft for both .... loop Md swiech .ide
connection on Ameritcdl's Main Dinribution Fnme C"MD'FI. An Ameritech-.".,."ce1 third ,any
vendor would be rcquin:cl ro cscaO.ith en. cal'lMClion~ the coli_ion cap Iftd A...uectI'I
MDF. The CUe: will establish ia 0"" MDf in ics cal1oc::Qan cq_1Ad will ta• ..,...••Ic for
physi",l,. mm-e:oMectingloop jumpcn lUlU line pon jUIDpIft on ill MDF. AIMri1ach indiCdICI dIIZ

;
"



· .. ",
D..n Kocher
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3 CL£C may make all the connections within its cage: at one time. Additionally, Ameritech indicated
thai In Intermediate Distribution Frame r"tOFU

) conn~tion between its MDF ana me collocation cage
may .ISD be required in some central offices. Ameritech laid it would not utilize a common frame
outside of the CDllocation space 10 terminate mUltiple CLECs' cross-connect!. Moreover. cross·
connection of Ameritech switching with dedicated trU\spon trUnks would be: pmonncd in Ute
collocated sp~c under Ameritech's definition of "shlRd" transpGn.

3. Does AlDcritcch .Uow CLECI to .hue 'he lime inccrofllcc transport used by "meritlcn?

No. A CLEC pW'chasina UNE inten:ltlicc tnnSpon will be purchasing dedicated interoffice trunks and
cannot simulcaneously use the l&me intcrafflcc: cransport used by Ameritech.

4. Can CLECS purch..e Ameritcch '. "shand" tf1lnllu,n in quantitiellmaUer Ihan a rull trunk
arvup'?

The lowest quantity cum:ntly negotiated anci p~ctically im~lcmCfttc:d for intcn:oMection is the OS I
leYel. Upon request. Amcritech will splil the "shared" tl'lJ\spon bill fer I OS I among sharing CLEu.

S. How don Aracritcch compleee a line u,ignm.nt tor Us cllisdnl cUlcornen?

A physical disconnection and recoMcction ot\en is not ncccsslJ)' when an ex.istina loop is asiened 10

an Amc:ritech CUStomer: rather. Ameritech is able to accomplish this wk via an electrOnic (keybovd)
inpYI.

6. Doa a CU:C ban to purchase li,II.lin8 .epu.ec from .",itcblnI1

No. On Ute: line side. the line canS has sip.ling lU an cmbedded function. On Ihe O'unk .ide. a CLEC
can purchase either MF or 557 tnlnks. The basic: lipalinl aapabiliry as inherent in me swiech:
sisn11ina is not ordered separately if SWilchina is ord...d. Thil buic lipaling c~i1itY includes
access to the Amcritech da&abasC3 (i.e. 800/111.91'. LIDB, etc. cWabUI'), A CL£C purdluing
swilching and 5S7 trunks docs not hllve to purchase separate ac:CCSI to Amcritec:h '5 silnalin! netWork
and associated databascs. Signaling includes both TeAP and ISUP silllaling.

7. When will Al'Deritcch'. unClundled clemcnu ordeNn; luidc be updated co reneec the 8'· circuit
court rullni7

Amcrircch promised to fumish a date for upcWing its ~nbundled ordenn& luidc. (AT&T posed thiJ
question to our Amcritcch Accounl Manqer on 10123197 and is still waiti". for an lIftIwcr. Amcntcr;h
hu. mc....c on 1t! WEB sile indicating thlU thc unbunolcd.ordc:ring Juide will be updated to reflect
tho Sill Circuit COW1 ruling).

8. Will Amcritccb .Uow CLEC. to rC'Com~lnc UNEI wlchoQt collKllUQn7 Is "acri.cch comDlnlnl
c1crncnu toct.,. vi•• remou: Icrmiaal?

Arncritecb requites collOCAtion for CLEC rccambinina of lINEs. For en. vau majoriry of Ameritcch's
oWf\ CUIUlf'ftIft. service is provisioned yi•• 1Om.~Ultda&e ulina • ranocc ccrminel. Ammtceh
muel a phYlical connection to p",vide Ic",icc only for new lina (e.l. scccnd lines).

9. A~ then WIt,. ~"al CLECs caa b.". Cllna aeeCII 10 the Al'Derit"h MDF'! II thCR IDrnn~ to
recomol•• without. p",.ica. recoa"Ktioa7

I\mericecn docs not andc:i~.tc~",vidinlCLEC~dim;t a.ce:cu co Ameritccft equipmcm. Amcrited\ hu
not ,iven 1ft,. thau!ht Co I software- baaed method of reeambiftinllcpva~clementi.
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10. What happen. if AmeriU::th does nat nave sufficient room 10 Qccomn\oal,e coUocslion in I

speane central afncc?

Under these circumstances. Ameritech wOl.lld allow vinual collocation. ana would reqlllre Amcritcch
cscon of the CLEC technician to pertonn work on the \lirtuilly collocate:ci e~uip",cnt.

11. Can eLECt pre-wirc in a collocation space?

~mcritcc:h will not prohibit a CLEC rrom prewirinl in iu collocated space. A CL£C t.1l'I also prewi~

~II of itS tic lines to IU1d frtlm thc MDF (or IDF where one exises) af one time.

12. How will Ameritcctl cnsutc coordination of the toop and line f10n connection. for eoch CLEC
cuatomcr Ic'rvice ardcr?

The CLEC would have to specify the physicalappearMces ofUlC loop and swil~h line pon on the
indiyidual orders: Amcritceh has processes in place to coordinate the I=".,.IC ordc:l"$ required for tnc:
loop and chc line port on lhe switch.

13. How many loop and line pon jumper ~onnectlQnscould Amcrhcch eamplelc In a ,inlle da~'?

Americc,h indicatc:d there is a physical limit to the number or conve~ion, ....hich Call be done in any
given ciay because oftne manual effort involved. but was nat able to quantify this limit. To date.
Amc:ritc:ch has not cample:lcd any ~l\Idies or given any thought tc wnat the maximum number of daity
connections would be:. .

14. Allume. CLEC Intend, Co pure...... coUocadQn Ip.CC .ol.ty (ar P"'lIa... or recamblnhlllhc
n.ccaury UNE" In.o the pl.,rorm cambinadon.......er th.a pun....ial collocation .paca ror
provtdlnl racilltlcs-bated len-icc. and IhcRrON will nat nnet Ipaee for equipment IYeh a. 111M
iuide equlpmenl: u"der these circuns...ncc:s ....mAlIleritech aliow Ihe CLEC to purchan
callocadon spaee In Inc:remenu leu thab lOO square feCl1

Yes. Ameritecn WIll reconsider minimum UNE collacetion space requirements. and will provide
ATkT with a response on this questicn.

15. ColiocaUon requirements will Increale the loop lenglt!. 1rthis addltlonal 4cnl'I\. neceuitatcs IQop
conditioning, who is responSible for performing the coftdhloning - .~merit"h Dr 'he CLEC'?

The CLEC is responsible.

16. Will Amerllcch pro\'ldr: CLECs acce:u 10 hs -"I,aeerina record•• ail\" 'he record. need to be
upGa,cd tD rence, the new loop lenltn '0 enlure MLT (cslinl works prop.rly'?

AI necessllY. access to records WIll be: ~rovided. Amcritet:h said it would inve1riaate MLT impacII of
its collocation proposal and will provide ATa:T an answer.

17. How do....ai.e.aIDce or the rceomalned uabund&ad ctClIle"u work1

A",critccft has responlibili~ fer tke ~Nal mauncnancc ofthe clemenu and lIIe cue has
re1l'OnsibUiIY for propel'l~comltininl the clements. The CLEC mils, idcmifY and secdDnaHze the
maincemanCG ,,!'Vbl.m. The: Cl.EC must notify Amcriu:ch which clemen'" an: "ot woril;inC pro~y
and Amcril"ch WIll inili.lI: r;:olTtctlYe action. -,mcritech will provide cues acccal 'a the I\ecesaary
mai,ucnance tools and diqnosucs.
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Listed below Ire additional qucsrions relalcd [Q Amerifcc:h's rc:quircmcnu for CLECs ta recombine
unbundled nCNfork elcmc:nu:

18. Has Amerirech dc"clopC'd mcthoAU.nd procedures 10 d~c:ribe how j[ will scpatare alreacly·combincd
clemenu and ho\olt CLECs will be requiRd 10 recombine elcmcnu7 IrnOl, when will tt\la be done and
when willlhe M&r.P's be available: 10 Cl£Cs'?

19. What ass impac:u arc anti~ip.rcd from Amcritcc:h'l rccambinina p1'Gposlls? 'Nhu OS5 will
Amerirech I,","utilize ro sepantlC clem.nu and will CL.ECs utilize to n:~mDi"c clements? How
will Amcritcch provide CLECs actess 10 these OSS7

10. What impaC;l docs Amcrircc:h's recombinina proposal hive on enlinccrinl and inventory records?
Whar n:caniJ will Amcritcch ."ess or modify 10 lepan1c alrudy cOMceted alemenll? What recanis
will need CD be acccued IllcUor updau:d for a CL£C to complcre recambirwion of UN&7 WIll! is
Ameritech'a plan to Iccuruely maintain such re=rds1 How will.muhiplc eLEes U$ing ~combi"ed
UNEs be given acccas 10 Ammtcch', cnlinceriftl ud innnt0'Y n:cords7

11. Hu Ameritech inveltiiatcd any alternatives to collocation for the RaJmbination of netWork clcmcnu
(for example, pro¥idins CLECs din:ct ,"CI' co Amcritech '$ netWork equipment for physical
recombining or logical separation and rccambinin!)? IrIO. what arc Ameritech's n::uonl fOT nor
makina thae .Itematives avail.ble to CLECs: If naL when will this in"estisation be done?

12. Will Amcrite:h have any rcsaictions on the numbCT ofre:combineci tJ'NE c\&ltomcl"J which may be
convened to CU:;C£ on I daily buis?

13. How quickly can Ameritech instaJl callOQuon cales in all OfthCl Amcritech Mithilan ~cntnll offices?

14. What is the availability of collocated .pacc in each Ame:ritach cCt\tntl offl"' Plcue dQCribc any
IImitaciolU which may ellisl.

1!.. Allwning a CLEC ha:l "rewircd loop and twitch connections in iu tOUOCltlon spaco co block' on
Amtlriu:ch MOF ami/of IDF muncs, whal is the expaC'tcd duration of cwtomer down cime: for
conlicnion of an ClCi11ing Amcrilcch cUSIOtllCT to • UN£ CLEC customer?

~6. How docs Ameriu:ch propose to remedy the ~rcYisioninrJsdvice parity iSluel Ulociated witillu
colloc.uon proposal c.g.. ll) e:lecO"l:lni~provilianinl 'IS manua.l pra'lisianina: (2) additional loop
lengths: (J) additional possible pOInts off.ilurc~

Than" you (or your cooperation on chis macu:r. 'fyou have any qUl:lcians I can be ~.chcd at (312) 230­
3312.

Sincerely,

~a. ..~~)
BNceSeMcn

BBlcv



November 18. 1997

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Amcritech Information IndustrY Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, I1lin~is 60654

Dear BoMie:

·_T
~T"T C;:::::lIll Coft,ler
:.!27 Wesl :.::;.,,01
Chlca9Cl....":;)11 60606

As mentioned in my last correspondence to you the AT&.T Collocation tcam would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Amcritech. At that meeting, several
observations were notcd which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we arc to provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network clements through colloc6tion, the team needs 10 reconsider the
impact on our coJIocation requirements in Ameritech end offices. Our cunent collocation
data and analysis must now be re·evaluated to detenninc how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently> in order to provide you with an useful forecast, I have requested that the

.AT&.T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment aI1d analysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Ameritech with a Nlo-year rolling revised annually forecast
swting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. Elcisting Space. Future LSO's in
Existing Market and Future LSD's. We would also submit on a two-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power staning on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritecb's position on the 8th
Circuit decision.. coes not provide it's intended valu.e. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change due to our
business needs. I "ill notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our team to move forward.
If you have any questions or need fwther clarification regarding the aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoinene Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhondalohnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Bruce C. e.nn.n
OileCIOIOI

F',Oduct Delivery

December 16. 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND lIS MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
PI_nning and Implementation
Ameritech
350 North Orleans, 3rd Floor
Chicago. Illinois 60654

Dear Dan.

.eSII'I Floor
227 W. Monro. Slr••l
Cnic:e;o.IL 8D108~501S

312 230.3312
FAX 312 230-6886

I am following up on the status of a response to my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) 1sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameritech at the meeling and AT&T's understanding ofAmeritech's responses. We also
included questions related 10 Amerilech's requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network elements which were not specificallY addressed at the meeting. It has been Over a month
since r sem you the letter which Amcritech agreed to respond to in writing, and I h~ve not
received B response. We would re:ally appreciate Ameritech's answers to these questions as
quickly as possible:.

If you should have any question!': or would like to discuss anything I can be reached at (312) 230­
3312. Thank you in advance: for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennerc

BB/cy

Attachment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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al\l. C. lennen
DiI.etor 01
Produc! Delivery

January 28. 1998

.'

VIA FACSIMn..E AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and ImplementJtion
Ameritech
350 North Orleans. 3rd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear D;Eln,

25th FloClr
227 W. Monroe Street
Chicago. IL 60806·5016
312 230·3312
FAl( 312 2J0.888t5

I am following up on the: status of a response to my December 16, J997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritech' s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled netWork
elements. We have not yet received the response you agreed to provide and therefore C4n only
assume that we heve: correctly chlllracteriz.c:d Ameritech's position on recombination in the
November 14. 1997 lener.

If Amerilech's I'Qsition on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our letter.

Sincerc:ly,

~~~~
Bruce Benncn

BBIt:v

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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c...n. MI••pr • AT&T

february lO. 1998

Mr. BNI:lC BCIII:Iat
Dita:ll'r ofP.!aduet Delivery
ATAT .-
'2Zl W. Moaroe. 2,SA floor
Chia,o, IlJ.iuaoi.5 60606

Dc:a:r 8rw:.c.

This~ to yaur 1C'lter ofNOWft'lbcr l4, \997 to Om K.odu=r eli~t
cGucspondme:z~g theN~6. 1997 ma::riII. WIlen .De. Mike Kanan ad Jwere
umtedIe" ~Ih~ Cicrsaa. Bob Sb=ry, saO FucaN: _ yaunelfClOID"auiq
ATa.rs UilRy Co ClDlD.bincD~ daIlcms pu:I'WIIBl to=Eipm Ciralit Coun's lUling.
1"h.Ilmee:i.agwas beld u a follow-up to JahD.1..mIAm', ()dober, 17, 19911CftCt.

At Qww. bour m-.iAa. - dai:rib.:l in~ baw "";tlIda tDday pnwidcs ua:::a CO

~ dallCldS and how AT&.T cou.Id. it'lt dlQlllIO do eo, &lie th iAipS~CDtsco
CIClIIlbi= ........on: c:h:mcnl5 within OMI &dUdes or W'ilh acbIr k etaa.cm:s """;dad
by Amc:riu:cb (G~de tdClC'CllUlunic:c:ians savic:a. While our disc'.sian .... wim details,
the subjaa m&c:l' iaelf W&1 nCll aew to my of I.&S. The mama in which AmcriIa::h prc:widc:s
IC'I:ZSS co t.hae nCl'\lt'Ol'i: claneats bas bc:cn caa&aivdy ciac:uI:nt:Ittc 1% Amcnlteb'S web si~ in
our lalcn;amdan A.,.rncnt md iu -...oac.ect Lmpll::nu:mltian PIID, and In che moUSIneSs of
pq:es filed.wh Ameriuch's two 211 appliClZiaa.s..
0urizI.; tbe m-=a. we cmph.asiM m. foUo-mg poina:

1. Aascriteeh.hu pravidcd adler Cu:c. widt ac:c:aa to ceu ofdlO's.ds Qfu.alluDdltld
10GfM wbieb hot"c ba:n IIICXf''SSfWJy caa:abiacd Vti1biD ma.c Cll'rias' nenreClfb IO.-vl:

taci:r "lVOIPtn. P'TaoeGura hnc t..D ..1oIat1i1b.c:d to Caardinllc the cli.lc:anaeclian of
Ama'i1:l:Cb', n:tIiI SQ"Vicoe wiUlh ;n,sr.lIsrioo ofa CLEC's service us minimize lilY
CLIIIDIftCl' inccw\varic:nce c:lurinl the 1:rmSifoift.

2. Am.-i-=h daa not dicMe to ATa.T baw~ el....1ba it........4 t»e
~ 0Il1ftera1 c=xesiC1115 Om~ c.cAia:a:aad miuD ..,. zudc by the
ATAT.+ tl'&ll:iwcs m. Amc:rirec:h wu "ft:quirinS" AT.T to pmorm c:auizI
r-aiona in c::ambinin, GIIWOrk -.lma.-s..

3. Ahboush il is ODYtOUS Ihal c:arabiDiq ac=wark dcecms as tAC)' C'C e:wtaaU)' pravic:ic:Q
C8l '-: .......,aaplisbcd iD CDlloccion IJ*Z. Allllriadl is apm to ncpIiac _y odlc:r
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Bruce C, S."nen
Dir,clor of
Product Delivery

VIA FACSIMU..E AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager
Amcritcch Infonnation Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 3
Chicago. IL 60654

Dear BOMie:

February 27, 1998

25th Floc,
227 W. Monroe Sireet
Chicago. IL. 80106·50 16
312 230-3312
FAX 312 2JO.888e

I am in receipt of your February 10, 1993 letter ~plying to my letter ofNovember 14,
1997. Your letter fails to respond to AT&.T's requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on DCGember 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes to make available
unbundled UNEs to CLEes. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ame:ritech will separate UNEs that are cu~nt1ycombined. The information
we: requested is essential for AT&.T to evaluate whether your cum:nt collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well as to assess
possible alternatives.

Your letter attempts to suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because: it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6,1997 mceting, however, was that AT&T would summarize in writing what it
understood Ameritcch's position (0 be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing. and that was not tied to any AT&T alternative proposal. If, as you contend, you were
"puzzJed" by my No\'ember 14th letter, presumably you remained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the infonnation• .and yet you never called and never responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritcch to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for three months.

Your latest letter, moreovcr. is not responsive. We fully understand that Amcritech has
provided CLECs with their own switches acce:ss to your unbundled loops by using collocation 10

conncct to their neTWorks. AT&rs questions were posed to gain an underswtding ofwhether
Amcritcch's collocation product., designed for connecting lINEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers to aC':css unbundled loops in yoW' network. is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting, it is AT&:Ts view that



BOMie Hemphill
February 27. 1998
Pagc2

",l'·
collocation as a method~ctan ILEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no yalid commercial purpose, but additional information. which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "thr~ points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you cutline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further. your statement that I or anyone elsc from AT&T said we were not authorized to
discuss AT&Ts views is just plain wrong.. We came to the meeting seeking clarification and
detail around Amcritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all. up to Amcritech to state
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the Ilia Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can detennine how they might be combined. AdditionaUy, however, we
discussed prelim~arilyAT&:rs proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of detail that
would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated bclow, we arc prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney in'\(ol"emcnt
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues.
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business le"el, I
would suggest the following. First. 1 would appreciate a response to OUT questions included in my
February J0, 1997 leller' Second, I propose we schedule a meeting to discuss AT&T's "recent
change proposa'" in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritcch's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without attorneys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
Ic:ttcr to 10hn Lenahan on October 23, 1997 AT&T is prcpan:d to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspective.
You arc exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciatcd. Pleasc call if you would like to discuss
any llSpect afthis matter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BB/ev
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March 16. 1998
VIA FAX: (312) 23Q.1834.& FIRST CLASSMAJL,

Vice~t· C=tral S1atC$ LOQl1 ScMGC OfiaPization
AT~! '
227 West Monroe Stteat, 13'll Floor
Chicago. Illinou 60606

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writingpu:su.ant to Section 29.3 of the Int~nAgrccmc:ntslmdcrSc:ctiom 251 and
252 of the Tclecommunications Act of 1996 by and between Amcntech &Qd ATI&.T (Uu!ividually~
COllCC:livcly, the "Apomc:nt'l to ~Wrc mlC8otiuion ofc;.na.m proviaions ofthe Aptement ir..1iF,b.f of
the final anc1 nona~ca1abl~ Q=iSlon ortha United Statts Court of Appca1a for the Elghlh Circu~t in lrL.~

'U.1Hitics BOard v. f.C.5: .. 120 F.3d 753, (8'" ar. 1997). whidl dCClsion v~lCd c:crtainndc:s contaioe-;! in
Part 51 ofTide 47 ofthe Code ofF~c:n1Regulisrions (such vacated t11l= rc:f~ to hcm:iu u t':'.e
~a.cau:d Rules'').

As you know, the Va,ated. RulesW~ in effect when the Agreement was =gotia1cd, arbitro1l"1i.
signed and apPJOved- Consiet=t with Section 29.3. the Eiibtb aTCUit', fiDal_ nonappealable
~".cisionvacating the Vec:ate4 Rules gives rise to an uAmcmd:ment to t= Aet"' (a.s defined in Se::cU07. ~;9.3

he Agreement) md ~critceh tbercforc dcm.omds renegotiation cfthc provisions in the Agreemellt
taat were affected by such Amendment to the Act.

In keeping with the good faith reqlJ.itcmc.ut of5caion 29.3, Ameritrchrequcsts that AT&T
identify a point of conta.r:t to negotiate the amendment. Ac:cord.ingly. please idl::mify 10 me in wricl1gby
no later than March 23, 1998. AT&T:. point ofcontaCt and I will have tb.c applicable: Ameritcch ;",:,
negotiation team CQnta.Ct that individual. . ,; ~

....
If you have my questions. plc~ c;&11 me at (312) 335·6531.

Smcacly.

c;c: Bannie Hc:mpbi1J
AT&T Vice Prcsid.cnt· Law & Government Affairs
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8835

., .

'.
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Philip S. Abraharne
SenIor Attorney

· March23. 1998

.Via Fax aDd u.s. Mail

Mr. Michael J. Karson
Vice President &: General Counsel
Amcriteeh Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th Floor
2Z7 w.t totcanrQe SUMt
~. lUinois 60606.
312230-2645

)',/:

, .
',!'"

•..

...
f.

:~.,.

This is in response to Ted Edwards' March 16, 1998lette.r proposing that our
· companies renegotiate certain provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement in E~t of

the "final and nonappealable" decision of the United StaleS Coun ofAppeals fer the
· Eighth Circuit.

· Since Ted's letter is not explicit., please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions ofthc Interconnection Agreement that you wish to rcoegot:ia1e and indicate
thc basis for that request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the "fir.:tt and
nonappealablc" portions of the Eighth Circuit's decision). Upon receipt, AT&1.~
both dctermiDc ifour companies are in agreement with the status of the portiores1. of'
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of thc ...
Inten::oxmectionAgreement.,'

Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Ameriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West

~
~.~

..

...

,
I
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NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CHICAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tue:Js.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
. request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on c1qser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system - for example, to accept 6 entries instead of2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged tekos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third ofthe cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Amerttech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection,
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro­
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi­
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

I

2

SECOND ENTRY ON REfiEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19. 1997. the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre­
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in­
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi­
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele­
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act) 1 and this Commis­
sion's local service gUidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP­
COl (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18. 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein. the June 19, 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20. 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com­
mission's September 18. 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T).
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)Z pursuant
to Section 4903.10. Revised Code. and Rule 4901-1-35. Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCI.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing. AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc­
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.
Consistent with their eacBer practices in this matter. AT&T and Mel submitted a]oint appHcarion for
rehearing.

01/20/98 TUE 13:57 [TX/RX NO 6501)


